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Axelrod; Mort Zuckerman, publisher and chair-
man, and Michael Kramer, reporter, New York
Daily News; Terance McAuliffe, chair, Demo-
cratic National Convention Committee 2000;
David Leopoulous, longtime friend of the Presi-
dent; Gov. Dirk Kempthorne of Idaho; J.L. (Skip)
Rutherford, member of the board of trustees of
the Clinton Presidential Library; former Senators
Dale Bumpers and David Pryor; former Gov.
Michael Dukakis of Massachusetts; former Speak-
er of the House of Representatives Newt Ging-
rich; former Arkansas State Representative David
Matthews; and Republican Presidential candidate
Gov. George W. Bush. The President also re-
ferred to DLC, the Democratic Leadership Coun-
cil. A tape was not available for verification of the
content of this interview.

Memorandum on Japanese
Research Whaling
September 13, 2000

Memorandum for the Secretary of State, the
Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of
Interior, the Secretary of Commerce, the
United States Trade Representative

Subject: Japanese Research Whaling
On September 13, 2000, I received Sec-

retary Mineta’s certification of Japan under
the Pelly Amendment, 22 U.S.C. 1978, for
having authorized its nationals to engage in
whaling operations that diminish the effec-
tiveness of the International Whaling Com-
mission. The Secretary has also certified
Japan under the Packwood-Magnuson
Amendment, 16 U.S.C. 1821(e)(2).

I direct the Secretary of State to inform
Japan that the United States will not, under
present circumstances, negotiate a new Gov-
erning International Fisheries Agreement
(GIFA) with Japan, which has been certified
under the Packwood-Magnuson Amend-
ment. A GIFA is a prerequisite to foreign
fishing inside the U.S. exclusive economic
zone (EEZ) (16 U.S.C. 1821(c)). Without a
GIFA, Japan will not be eligible for the allo-
cation of any amounts of Atlantic herring, At-
lantic mackerel, or any other species that may
become available for harvest by foreign ves-
sels in the U.S. EEZ, during the period in
which the certification is in effect.

I also direct the Secretaries of State, the
Treasury, Commerce, and the Interior, and

the United States Trade Representative, (1)
to identify options for ensuring that existing
prohibitions against the importation of whale
products under the Marine Mammal Protec-
tion Act, 16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq., and the En-
dangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.,
are fully enforced; (2) to investigate the dis-
position of products from the Japanese re-
search program, to ensure that no whale de-
rivatives enter into international commerce
in contravention on obligations under the
Convention on International Trade in En-
dangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora;
(3) to summarize the size and nature of eco-
nomic activity in Japan related to whaling;
and, (4) to continue to consider additional
options, including trade measures, as war-
ranted by developments in Japan.

I further direct the Secretary of Com-
merce, in coordination with all relevant agen-
cies, to keep me apprised of developments
as needed, and to report back to me on these
issues prior to the end of the 60-day period
triggered by his certification.

William J. Clinton

NOTE: This memorandum was released by the Of-
fice of the Press Secretary on September 14.

Remarks at a Breakfast
With Religious Leaders
September 14, 2000

Good morning, everyone. I’m delighted to
welcome you to the White House. This is
the eighth, and final—[laughter]—for me,
White House Prayer Breakfast that we have
at this time every year.

I want to thank Secretary Glickman for
joining us. He’s sort of a symbol of our broad-
based and ecumenical approach in this ad-
ministration. He’s the first Jewish Secretary
of Agriculture. [Laughter] And he’s helping
people to understand that Jewish farmer is
not an oxymoron, so that’s good. [Laughter]

I want to say I bring you greetings on be-
half of Hillary, who called me early this
morning to ask what I was going to say—
[laughter]—and the Vice President and Mrs.
Gore. As you know, the three of them are
otherwise occupied, but they need your pray-
ers, maybe even more than I do. [Laughter]
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I want to thank you, particularly those of
you who have been here in past years. Each
one of these breakfasts has been quite mean-
ingful to me, often for different reasons.
We’ve talked about personal journeys and the
journey of our Nation and often talked about
particular challenges within our borders, very
often due to problems of the spirit in our
efforts to create one America. We’ve talked
about that a lot.

Today, because of the enormous good for-
tune that we as Americans have enjoyed, I
would like to talk just for a few moments
about what our responsibilities are to the rest
of the world. There is a huge debate going
on today all over the world about whether
the two central revolutions of our time, the
globalization of human societies and the ex-
plosion of information technology, which are
quite related—whether these things are, on
balance, positive or, on balance, negative.

When we had the World Trade Organiza-
tion meeting in Seattle, the streets were full
of thousands of people who were saying in
a very loud voice, this whole deal is, on bal-
ance, negative. Interestingly enough, they
were marching in solidarity, although often
they had positions that directly contradicted
one another. There were those who said this
is, on balance, negative because it will make
the rich countries richer and the poor coun-
tries poorer. And then there were those who
said that this is, on balance, negative because
it will weaken the middle class in the devel-
oped countries, because we don’t require
poor countries to lift their labor and environ-
mental standards. And there were other var-
ious conflicts among them.

But the point is, there’s a lot of ferment
here and a lot of people who are, at the very
least, highly ambivalent about whether the
coming together of the world in the new cen-
tury is going to be a good or a bad thing.

Then there’s the whole question of how
the coming together of the world and the
way we make a living and, particularly, the
way we produce energy to make a living, is
contributing to changing the climate, which
it is. There’s more and more evidence that
the world is warming at an unsustainable
rate, and the polar ice cap—if you’ve seen
the latest stories there about how much it’s
melting, it’s incontestable that sometime in

the next 50 years, we’re going to begin to
sustain severe, adverse common con-
sequences to the warming of the climate if
we don’t do something to turn that around.

And some people believe that there’s no
way to fix this, if we keep trying to get richer
and more global with our economy. I don’t
happen to agree with that, and I’m not going
to talk about it today. But there’s a big issue.
And very few people are in denial on climate
change any more. Virtually all the major oil
companies now concede, for example, that
it is a serious problem and that they have
a responsibility to deal with it, and if they
don’t, it could shape the way we are all—
or our grandchildren are living, in ways that
are quite different and, on balance, negative.

Then there is the whole question of wheth-
er technology will offer more benefits to the
organized forces of destruction than it does
to the forces of good over the next 30 years.

I just came back from a remarkable trip
to Colombia. I went to Cartagena with the
Speaker of the House. We only get publicity
around here for the partisan fights we have,
but in an astonishing display of bipartisan-
ship, we passed something called Plan Co-
lombia, which is designed to help primarily
the Colombians but also all the nations on
the borders, reduce drug—narcotics produc-
tion, coca production primarily, steer farmers
into alternative ways of making a living, and
develop an increase in the capacity of the
Colombian Government to fight the
narcotraffickers, and to keep drugs from
coming into this country, which are directly
responsible for the deaths of about 14,000
kids a year in America. And it was this really
beautiful effort.

And then we got criticized, the Repub-
licans and Democrats together, those of us
that supported this, because people said,
‘‘Oh, Clinton is going down there to make
another Vietnam,’’ or we’re trying to inter-
fere in Colombia’s politics or be an impe-
rialist country. And I told everybody there
that I didn’t want anything out of Colombia
except a decent life for the people there, with
a way to make a living on honorable cir-
cumstances that didn’t put drugs into the
bodies of American children and children in
Europe and Asia and throughout the world.
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But the point I want to make is, there are
a lot of people who believe that with more
open borders, greater access, smaller and
smaller technology—you know, you now get
a little hand-held computer with a keyboard
that’s plastic, that fits inside of your hand,
that has a screen that hooks you up to the
Internet—and we know that, for example,
terrorist networks in the world very often
have some of the most sophisticated uses of
the Internet. We know that as we get more
and more open, we may become more vul-
nerable to people who develop small-scale
means of delivering chemical and biological
weapons. And all these scenarios are real, by
the way. We’ve spent a lot of money in the
Defense Department trying to prepare for
the adverse consequences of terrorism, using
chemical and biological weapons.

So you’ve got that on one side. You’ve got
the people that say that globalization of the
economy is going to lead to increasing in-
equality and oppression, and whatever hap-
pens is going to destroy the environment.
And if it doesn’t, the organized forces of de-
struction will cross national borders and
wreck everything, anyway. That’s sort of what
you might call the modest dark side.

And then you’ve got people like me that
don’t buy it, that basically—I think if you look
at over the last 50 years, that over a 50-year
period the countries that were poor, that or-
ganized themselves properly and rewarded
work and had lawful systems and related well
to the rest of the world and traded more,
grew much more rapidly.

If you just look at the last 10 years, with
the explosion of the Internet, countries that
are highly wired, even though they’re poor,
had growth rates that were 6, 7 percent a
year higher than they otherwise would have
been. And so finally, there is no alternative.
It’s not like we’re all going to go back to huts
and quit talking to each other.

So if we believe that every person is a child
of God, that everyone counts, that everyone
should have a certain level of decency in their
lives and a certain fair chance to make some-
thing, what are our obligations? And I just
want to mention three things that are before
us today that I think are quite important. And
a lot of you in this room have been involved
in one or all three.

The most important thing I’d like to talk
about is debt relief. There are many coun-
tries that, either because of internal problems
or abject misgovernment, piled up a lot of
debt that can’t be repaid. And now every year
they have to spend huge amounts of their
national treasure just making interest pay-
ments on the debt, money they can’t spend
on the education of their children, on the
development of public health systems—
which, by the way, are under huge stress
around the world—and on other things that
will give them a chance to take advantage
of the new global economy in society.

Now, there are people who don’t favor this
sweeping debt relief. They say that it rewards
misconduct, that it creates what is known,
not in your business but in the economics
business, as a moral hazard. [Laughter] In
economic terms, moral hazard is created—
the idea is, if you don’t hold people liable
for every penny of the mistakes they made
or their predecessors made, then somehow
you’ve created a mess in which everybody
will go around until the end of time bor-
rowing money they have no intention of pay-
ing back.

And there’s something to that, by the way.
It’s not a trivial concern to be dismissed. The
problem you have is that a lot of these coun-
tries were grievously misgoverned, often by
people who looted the national treasury. And
when they get a good government, a new
government, a clean government, when they
agree to new rules, when they hook them-
selves into the International Monetary Fund,
to the World Bank on the condition that
they’ll change everything they’ve done, they
still can never get out of debt and can never
educate their kids and make their people
healthy and create a country that is attractive
to investors to give people opportunity,
which is why the Pope and so many other
people urge that we use the year 2000 as
Jubilee Year to have a sweeping debt relief
initiative. And there’s a whole thing in the
Judeo-Christian religion about how the Jubi-
lee is supposed to be used every 50 years
to forgive debts, to aid the poor, to proclaim
liberty to all; and there are trends—there are
similar traditions in other faiths of the world,
represented in this room.
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So for those of you who have been working
on this, I want to thank you. What I would
like to tell you is, I think that it is very much
in the interest of America to have big, large-
scale debt relief if the countries that get the
relief are committed to and held accountable
to good governance and using the money not
to build up military power but to invest in
the human needs of their people.

We worked very hard to develop a plan.
And a lot of you are involved in other—in
developing countries throughout the world.
There are a lot of people here, I know, that
are involved in Africa, for example, where
many of the countries most in need are, but
you also see this in Asia and Latin America,
which is a very important thing.

We developed a plan with other creditor
nations to triple the debt relief available to
the world’s poorest nations, provided they
agreed to take the savings from the debt pay-
ments and put it into health and education.
The United States—I announced last year
that we would completely write-off the bilat-
eral debt owed to us by countries that qualify
for this plan. That is, they’ve got to be too
poor to pay the money back and well enough
governed to be able to assure that they’ll take
the savings and put it into health and edu-
cation. That’s as many as 33 nations right
now.

I’ll just tell you, in the last year, Bolivia—
an amazing story, by the way—the poorest
country in the Andes, has done the most to
get rid of drug production. The poorest coun-
try has done the most to get rid of drug pro-
duction. Astonishing story. That ought to be
worth it to us to give them debt relief, com-
plete debt relief. But they saved $77 million
that they spent entirely on health, education,
and other social needs. Uganda, one of the
two countries in Africa that has dramatically
reduced the AIDS rate, has used its savings
to double primary school enrollment.
Honduras has qualified but not received
their money yet. They intend to offer every
one of the children in the country 9 years
of education instead of 6. Mozambique, a
country which last year, until the floods, had
the first or second highest growth rate in the
world, after having been devastated by inter-
nal conflict just a few years ago, because of
the flood is going to use a lot of their money

to buy medicine for government clinics, be-
cause they’ve got a lot of serious health prob-
lems that are attendant on the fact that the
country was practically washed away.

Ten nations so far have qualified for the
debt relief. Ten more, I think, will do so by
the end of this year. We’ve got to make sure
the money is there for them. Last year I
got—the Congress was supported on a bipar-
tisan basis the money for America to forgive
our bilateral debt relief. And we have to
come up with money that—for example, if
somebody owes a billion dollars, even though
we know they won’t pay, because they can’t,
it gets budgeted at some figure. And we actu-
ally have to put that money in the budget
before we can forgive it.

But the Congress did not appropriate the
funds for the highly indebted poor countries
initiative to forgive their multilateral debt re-
lief. Most countries owe more money to the
International Monetary Fund than they do
to America or France or Germany or Britain
or Japan or anybody else.

So if we want this to work, we have got
to pass legislation this year to pay our fair
share of this international debt relief initia-
tive. Now, we have members of both parties
from dramatically different backgrounds sup-
porting this. It’s really quite moving to see,
because a lot of times this is the only thing
these people have ever agreed on. It’s really
touching.

You know, we have a lot of Democrats who
represent inner city districts with people who
have roots in these countries, allied for the
first time in their entire career with conserv-
ative, Republican, evangelical Christians who
believe they have a moral responsibility to
do this, because it’s ordained, and then all
kinds of other people in the Congress. But
it’s given us a coalition that I would give any-
thing to see formed around other issues and
issues here at home—anything. And it could
really—if we can actually pull it off, it can
change the nature of the whole political de-
bate in America because of something they
did together that they all believe so deeply
in.

What’s the problem? The problem is,
there is competition for this money, and
some people would rather spend it on some-
thing else where there are more immediate
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political benefits. None of these people have
any votes, we’re helping. And some people
do buy the moral hazard argument.

But I’m just telling you, I’ve been in these
countries, and I know what many of their
governments were like 5 years ago, 10 years
ago, and I just don’t think it washes. If you
want people to organize themselves well, run
themselves well, and build a future, we’ve
got to do this. And I think it is a moral issue.

How can we sit here on the biggest moun-
tain of wealth we have ever accumulated, that
any nation in all of human history has ever
accumulated—and we’re not just throwing
money away. We’re only giving this money
to people who not only promise to, but prove
they are able to take all the savings and invest
it in the human needs of their people.

So I would just say, anything that any of
you can do—Bolivia is waiting for more
money that they haven’t gotten. Honduras
is waiting for money that they haven’t gotten.
They’re going to spend this money to send
kids to school for 9 years, instead of 6. This
is not a complicated thing.

And I would just implore you, anything
you can do to urge members of both parties
to make this a high priority. Let me remind
you, we’ve got a budget worth nearly $2 tril-
lion, and this money is for 2 years. So we’re
talking about $210 million in one year and
$225 million in the second year to lift the
burden off poor people around the world
only if they earn it, in effect. So I just ask
you all, please help us with that.

And let me just mention two other things
very briefly. The public health crisis in a lot
of these countries is threatening to take out
all the gains of good government and even
debt relief. There are African countries with
AIDS infection rates in the military of 30 per-
cent or more. A quarter of all the world’s
people every year who die, die from AIDS,
malaria, and TB, those three things. A phe-
nomenal number of people die from malaria,
in part, because there are no public health
infrastructures in a lot of these places.

So the second thing I want to ask for your
help on is, we want to double or increase
by $100 million—it’s about a 50 percent in-
crease—our efforts to help countries fight
AIDS. We want to increase, dramatically, our
contributions to the global alliance for vac-

cines that helps countries who are poor, af-
ford the medicine that is there.

I just got back from Nigeria, and the Presi-
dent of Nigeria, who was a military leader
in prison because he stood up for democracy
and against a corrupt government that was
there before, dealt with all these taboos that
have gripped Africa and kept Africa from
dealing with AIDS in an astonishing way. We
went into an auditorium, and he and I stood
on a stage with a 16-year-old girl who was
an AIDS peer educator and a young man in
his mid twenties—this is an amazing story—
or maybe he’s in his early thirties now. He
and his wife are both HIV positive. He fell
in love with a young woman who is HIV posi-
tive. Her parents didn’t want them to get
married. His parents didn’t want them to get
married. They were devout Christians. Their
minister didn’t want them to get married.
And he finally convinced the pastor that he
would never love anyone else, and the pastor
gave his ascent to their getting married.
Within 4 months of their getting married, he
was HIV positive. She got pregnant. He had
to quit his job to go around and scrounge
up, because his job didn’t give him enough
money to buy the drugs that would free their
child of being HIV positive. So he finally was
let go of his job, excuse me, because he was
HIV positive, and they were still afraid and
prejudiced. So with no money he found a
way to get the drugs to his wife, and they
had a child who was born free of the virus.

So we were sitting there with hundreds
of people in Nigeria, and the President is
talking about this. So this guy comes up, and
he tells this story and about what a blessing
God has been in his life and how much he
appreciates his pastor for marrying them and
how much he appreciates their families for
sticking with them. And then the President
of the country called his wife up out of the
stands, and he embraced her in front of hun-
dreds of people. Now, this is a big deal on
a continent where most people have acted
like, you know, you might as well have small
pox, and you were giving it out by talking
to people. This is a huge deal. And the Presi-
dent got up and said, ‘‘We have to fight the
disease, not the people who have it. Our
enemy are not the people with it. We have
to fight the disease.’’ It was an amazing thing.
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Now, I think these people ought to be
helped, so we—but it’s $100 million I want
to come up with for that, and I forget how
much we’re giving to the Vaccine Alliance.
And in addition to that, I have asked the Con-
gress, after meeting with a lot of our big drug
research companies, not just the big pharma-
ceutical companies but a lot of them that do
biomedical research, to give us a billion dol-
lar tax credit to encourage companies to de-
velop vaccines for AIDS, malaria, and TB,
because we have to do that, because they
don’t see any front-end benefit in it. And they
have to—they can’t justify the massive
amounts of money that are needed to de-
velop these vaccines, because they know that
most of the people that need them can’t af-
ford to buy them.

So if they develop them, we’ll figure out
how to get the money to get them out there.
But first we’ve got to have them developed.
So I’ve proposed a tax credit, more money
to help buy the medicines that are out there
now, and a hundred million more dollars di-
rectly to help these countries fight AIDS. I
want to ask you to help me get that money.
It ought to be an American obligation. This
is a serious global problem.

The last thing I want to say is that there
was a remarkable meeting in Senegal not
very long ago, where essentially an alliance
of the world’s developing and developed
countries made a commitment to try to make
basic education available to every child in the
world within 15 years. And one of the reasons
that kids don’t go is, they’re not sure it makes
sense, or their parents—there are even coun-
tries—in the poorest countries where the
parents, no matter how poor they are, have
to pay some money for their kids to go to
school—lots of problems.

So Senator George McGovern, who is our
Ambassador to the World Food Organization
in Rome, and Senator Bob Dole came to me
with Congressman Jim McGovern—no rela-
tion—from Massachusetts. And these three
people from different worlds asked me to
support an initiative to try to get to the point
where the wealthier countries in the world
could offer every poor child in the world a
nutritious meal in school if they’d show up
to school.

And they reasoned that—even though
there are lots of other issues; and by the way,
I won’t go into all that; we’ve got to do a
lot more to help these schools in these devel-
oping countries—but they reasoned that if
we could do that, there would be a dramatic
enrollment, especially among young girls,
who are often kept at home because their
parents see no economic benefit, and in fact
a burden, to having their daughters go to
school. But there are a lot of young boys that
aren’t in school in countries, too.

So we, thanks to Dan Glickman, got $300
million up, and we are doing a test run. And
we’re going around to countries that want
to do this. And with $300 million—listen to
this—we can feed 9 million school children
for a year in school. But you don’t get fed
unless you come to school.

Now, for somewhere between $3 billion
and $4 billion, we could give a—if we can
get the rest of the world to help us do this,
we could give a nutritious meal, either break-
fast or lunch, to every school-aged child in
every really poor country in the entire world
for a year.

Now, you don’t have to do anything about
that now. I just want you to know about it,
because we have to go figure out how to do
this. And let me tell you why. Dan has got
to figure out, how is this stuff going to be
delivered to remote areas, or is it going to
be in dried packages then hydrated and heat-
ed? How are we going to do this without
messing up the local farm economies? The
last thing we want to do is destabilize already
fragile farmers. There are practical things.
But we have many countries that are inter-
ested in this.

When I was in Colombia on the drug
thing, the President’s wife asked me about
this program. She said, ‘‘Can we be part of
that, or are we too well off?’’ You know, she
said, ‘‘We’re not really all that rich, with all
these narcotraffickers taking the money.’’ We
were talking about it.

But the point I want to say is, we have
reaped great benefits from the information
revolution and the globalization of the econ-
omy. We, therefore, have great responsibil-
ities. We have responsibilities to put a human
face on the global economy. That’s why I
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think we’re right to advocate higher environ-
mental and labor standards, try to make sure
everybody benefits.

We have a responsibility to lead the way
on climate change, not be stuck in denial,
because we’re still the number one producer
of greenhouse gases. Although shortly, unless
we help them find a different way to get rich,
China and India will be, just because they’ve
got more folks.

And in the short run, we have a very heavy
responsibility, I believe, to broaden and sim-
plify this debt relief initiative; to lead the as-
sault on the global diseases of AIDS, TB, and
malaria that take out a quarter of the people
who die, most of them very prematurely be-
fore their time every year; and to do more
to universalize education so that everybody,
everywhere, will be able to take advantage
of what we’re coming to take for granted.

Now, we’ve had a lot of wonderful talks
over the last 8 years, but I think that I do
not believe that a nation, any more than a
church, a synagogue, a mosque, a particular
religious faith, can confine its compassion
and concern and commitment only within its
borders, especially if you happen to be in
the most fortunate country in the world. And
I can’t figure out for you what you think
about whether these sweeping historical
trends are, on balance, good or bad. But it
seems to me if you believe that people are,
on balance, good or bad or capable of good,
we can make these trends work for good.

And I’ll just close with this. There is a fas-
cinating book out that I just read by a man
named Robert Wright, called ‘‘Non Zero.’’
He wrote an earlier book called ‘‘The Moral
Animal,’’ which some of you may have read.
This whole book is about, is all this stuff that
is happening in science and technology, on
balance, good or bad, and are the dark sce-
narios going to prevail, or is there some other
way?

The argument of the book, from which it
gets its title, is basically an attempt to histori-
cally validate something Martin Luther King
once said, ‘‘The arc of history is long, but
it bends toward justice.’’ It’s pretty hard to
make that case, arguably, when you look at
what happened with World War I, with Nazi
Germany and World War II, with the highly
sophisticated oppressive systems of com-

munism. But that’s the argument of this
book, that the arc of history is long, but it
bends toward justice.

The argument is that the more complex
societies grow and the more interconnected
we all get, the more interdependent we be-
come, the more we have to look for non-
zero sum solutions. That is, solutions in
which we all win, instead of solutions in
which I win at your expense.

It’s not a naive book. He says, ‘‘Hey look,
there’s still going to be an election for Presi-
dent. One person wins; one person looses.
There’s still going to be choices for who runs
the company or who gets the pulpit.’’
[Laughter] There will be choices. It’s not a
naive book. But he says that, on balance,
great organizations and great societies will
have to increasingly look for ways for every-
one to win, in an atmosphere of principled
compromise, based on shared values, maxi-
mizing the tools at hand. Otherwise, you
can’t continue—societies cannot continue to
grow both more complex and more inter-
dependent.

So I leave you with that thought and what-
ever it might mean for you in trying to rec-
oncile your faith with the realities of modern
life. And again I say, as Americans, we have,
I think, a truly unique opportunity and a very
profound responsibility to do something now
on debt relief, disease, and education beyond
our borders.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President spoke at 9:57 a.m. in the
State Dining Room at the White House. In his
remarks, he referred to President Olusegun
Obasanjo of Nigeria; Pope John Paul II; former
Senator Bob Dole; and Nohra Pastrana, wife of
President Andres Pastrana of Colombia.
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Patients’ Bill of Rights
The President. Thank you so much. I

want to begin, obviously, by thanking Dr.
Anderson, the AMA, and the physicians who
are here behind me from various medical or-
ganizations. I want to thank Ron Pollack, the

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 07:01 Sep 20, 2000 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 1244 Sfmt 1244 W:\DISC\PD18SE00.000 ATX006 PsN: ATX006


